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Abstract 
This paper aims to contribute to a comparative history of creativity and invention techniques in the 20th century, 
especially after the end of World War II during the post-war period. In this history TRIZ plays a significant role, although 
it is hardly acknowledged because of the predominance of western creativity stereotypes within current scientific 
discourses. This paper has a strongly explorative character. It emphasizes neither the practical functionality nor the 
scientific validity of TRIZ but rather chooses for a comparative cultural-historical perspective. The more general 
contribution of this historical approach for the field of engineering and technological development can be seen in its 
corrective and self-reflexive potential. Recent discussions on TRIZ methodology might be differentiated and sharpen with 
regard to broader historical constellations, as well as future developments might be stimulated by innovative insights from 
the transnational post-war history of creativity. 
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1. TRIZ in the Context of a Transnational Creativity Discourse 
TRIZ certainly presents an outstanding approach towards the exploration and systematization of human creativity 
and inventiveness in the second half of the 20th century. Today the interest in this heuristic methodology gathers 
together a broad community of scholars and practitioners. Most of them originate from technical or managerial 
domains and are interested in the practical usability and further methodological improvement of TRIZ. However, 
besides this very practical dimension there is also a strong need for a historical perspective on this topic since neither 
the concept of creativity nor the corresponding creativity and invention techniques can be regarded as timeless 
phenomena. Rather they are shaped by particular historical constellations, socio-cultural discourses, myths, and 
beliefs. Equally the appearance and development of TRIZ in the Soviet Union shortly after World War II and during 
the period of Cold War has to be analysed as part of a wide-ranging transnational historical constellation, in which 
human creativity was a central topic both for psychological and techno-economical development. 
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While western creativity discourses in the aftermath of World War II attract increasingly attention amongst 
scholars of the history of science and technology (for example Cohen Cole 2009; Reckwitz 2012), only very little is 
known about similar tendencies and discourses in communist countries. It seems that many scholars tend to see 
creativity as an essential western phenomenon. 
In this view creativity is often assumed to be a socio-psychological attribute that emerges from the very structure 
of the capitalist economy system. Accordingly to this hypothesis and against the historical background of the post-
war American creativity movement one can explore the development of TRIZ in the Soviet Union as part of a 
transnational interest in creativity after World War II. One key aspect is thereby the topic of scientific objectivity: 
Both in capitalist and communist systems was the systematization of creativity and inventiveness strongly bound to 
discourses on scientific objectivity and rationality, but again the respective arguments varied significantly. 
Furthermore, in both systems one can observe that the creativity discourse was linked to an ideological discussion on 
human potential and social productivity that showed the traits of a social engineering. The following exploration is 
mainly based on an assumption of French historian Michel Foucault, according to whom every discourse is the 
result of a practice of production, which is at once material, discursive and complex (cf. Foucault 1972). 
2. American Creativity Movement after World War II 
Indeed, human creativity can be seen as a very old phenomenon although its concepts and evaluation but also the 
respective creative practices and techniques changed consistently during time. Equally systematic heuristics for the 
solution of scientific, technical, and artistic matters are not a phenomenon of the 20th century but have been applied 
since centuries. This allows for example Ramon 
Lull’s medieval Ars Magna et Ultima to be classified as the forerunner of today’s algorithmic problem- solving or 
invention techniques. Subsequently, one considers Leibniz’ De arte combinatoria and his ars inveniendi, in which 
new or undiscovered scientific truths are promoted by means of deductive methods like combinatorics or 
syllogistics. But still, the emergence of a strong creativity movement can be recognized in a particularly striking 
moment in history: Following the end of World War II and within the period of Cold War one can observe that 
especially in the USA loads of techniques pop up for the systematic stimulation of ideas and inventions. Broadly 
known within the context of technological forecasting (Jantsch 1967: 109–141) are higher order heuristics such as 
the morphological analysis by Fritz Zwicky, group based idea-finding techniques such as brainstorming (by Alex 
Osborn) or Synectics (by William Gordon and George Prince). Furthermore, visual and performative techniques 
such as semantic networks and concept maps, scenario techniques, role play, pin board or flipchart moderations 
emerged in the post-war period in order to predict future political and economical scenarios. 
Of historical interest is thereby the fact that these techniques do not purely originate from   artistic, technical or 
scientific areas, but that they were promoted by a specific epistemic constellation, which features an interdisciplinary 
and application-oriented character on the one hand and has been influenced by national strategic interests on the 
other hand. Therefore, during the post-war period and the Cold War the US American military-academic-complex—
meaning the interdisciplinary interaction between military science, cybernetics, game theory, information 
technology, design methodology, and (applied) psychology—was an important intellectual, but also pragmatic 
breeding ground, for such creativity techniques (cf. Leslie 1993). Thereby, for example, the Think Tanks of the 
RAND Corporation, founded in 1946, represent paradigmatic interdisciplinary (although not academic per se) 
knowledge platforms in which military strategies were developed by means of unconventional and at the same time 
systematic creativity techniques (cf. Hounshell 1997). One of the most prominent figures in this context is military 
strategist, futurist and Hudson Institute founder Herman Kahn. The usage of creativity techniques such as 
brainstorming, role play, and scenario technique allowed him to think frankly about the unthinkable scenario of a 
nuclear war (Kahn 1962; 1969). As an epistemological consequence the type of knowledge produced by creativity 
techniques can no longer be seen as knowledge about an actual condition but as knowledge about a desired target 
state (Pias 2009: 5–16). 
The conjuncture of western creativity techniques in post-war period and during Cold War has also to be 
understood against the background and simultaneously in opposition to the development of artificial intelligence 
research in the 1950s. During this period, the aspect of creativity was central as a new guiding criterion for all kind 
of intelligence research. A decisive impulse for the start of creativity research was given by psychologist Joy 
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Guilford’s lecture on creativity in 1950, held at the American Psychological Association, where he lamented the lack 
of creative people in science and economy in the USA and propagated the promotion of creativity: »Both industry 
and governmental agencies are […] looking for leaders. Men of good judgment, planning ability, and inspiring 
vision are in great demand. How can leaders with imagination and vision be discovered? Can such qualities be 
developed? If those qualities can be promoted by educational procedures, what are those procedures?« he asked 
(Guilford 1950: 446). As it is known, however, World War II paved the way for such professionalization of 
psychology and thereby the application of targeted psychological methods, for example in the form of intelligence 
tests and assessments. Guilford, who served himself the US-Army Air Corps during World War II, offered by 
promoting the topic of creativity a whole new research field to the psychological exploration of human behaviour, 
while at the same time he was promising societal and economic benefits deriving from that research. 
In the decade following Guilford’s lecture in America a plethora of psychological experiments and studies on 
creativity were conducted (Getzels/Jackson 1962; Barron 1963; Taylor/Barron 1963; Torrance 1963;). 
Simultaneously, in the areas of engineering, management, education or healthcare the practical exploitation of 
creativity was strongly enforced through the design and development of a multitude of creativity techniques 
and ideation techniques. For example psychologist Sidney Parnes and advertising manager Alex Osborn 
worked from the early 1950ies closely together in developing the so called Osborn-Parnes Creative Problem 
Solving Process (Parnes/Osborn 1960), they also cooperated in establishing the Creative Problem Solving 
Institute (CPSI) at the University of Buffalo in 1955. Besides the interest in creativity, which arouse in the more 
technical domains, one can also observe a strong interest in the systematization of creativity in art and design at that 
time. Both artists and designer searched for methods how they could systematize and operationalize their artistic 
practice. The ›discovery‹ of creativity in post-war America was thus neither a purely psychological project nor was it 
only driven by practical and professional interest, but it was mutually accompanied by psychological research and 
the development of practical tools and methods. 
In a methodological perspective psychologists of creativity as Guilford stressed the fact that the scientific 
measurement and statistical quantification of creativity could not easily be obtained as creative behaviour and 
individual personality are irreducible linked together. To them, creativity was first and foremost a matter of 
personality: »Creative personality is […] a matter of those patterns of traits that are characteristic of creative 
persons. A creative pattern is manifest in creative behaviour, which includes such activities as inventing, designing, 
contriving, composing, and planning« (ibid: 444). However, by saying this they did not follow the romantic 19th 
century ideal of an outstanding individual ›genius‹, but they were rather in the contrary proposing a statistical ideal 
of creativity whereby creativity could be found to a certain degree all over the population, arranged in a statistical 
Gaussian distribution. Unlike the ingenuity of the outstanding ›genius‹, which was sometimes even judged as 
abnormal and pathological, the concept of creativity emerging after World War II promised to be a productive and 
healthy force— both for the development of the individual personality and the collective society and nation. 
Historian of science Jamie Cohen-Cole concludes in his profound survey on the American creativity movement: 
»What we see in the way postwar Americans consistently marginalized genius is how very important it was to them 
that positive mental traits be adaptable to society. They consequently pictured creativity as a social affair. While 
numerous publications examined the kinds of environments that would foster creativity, there was almost no 
literature on its genetic basis. Many psychologists, cultural critics, and educators agreed that creativity was much 
more a product of nurture than of nature. Accordingly, educational experts filled their journals with articles on how 
to promote student creativity« (Cohen Cole 2009: 238). According to this definition, the notion of creativity changed 
quite radically from a rare, elitist, and ›naturally‹ given property to a wildly spread, teachable economical 
commodity. At the same time a utilitarian interaction between individual and collective productivity was established. 
What capitalist society needed as a whole should equally be pursued by every of its individual citizens (Bröckling 
2011: 91). Creativity thereby not only represented an idealistic mental process, but a productive social attitude that 
produced useful material goods, regardless »whether they were poems, patents, buildings, or bombs« (Cohen-Cole 
2009: 241). 
Hence, in post-war creativity discourse the concept of creativity was strongly connected to personal 
character traits and attributes. The creative power of the individual person was not only supposed to fit perfectly 
the capitalist production system but also the socio-political framework of western democracy. The ideal creative 
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person was appreciated being useful for the national industry and economic welfare, moreover he was assumed to be 
an intermediary social force against radical political positions, whether they are from the fascistic and communist 
side. Being creative and open minded, instead of blindly following a predetermined political ideology, was supposed 
to be the ideal attitude for democratic American citizens at that time (ibid: 237). In the their study on fascism, 
entitled The Authoritarian Personality from 1950, German sociologist Theodor W. Adorno and his research team 
located the type of the creative citizen as democratic ideal in opposition to the fascist, authoritarian personality 
(Adorno et al. 1950). According to those authors, persons with a democratic disposition were capable of performing 
more creativity, spontaneity, imagination and self-actualization compared to persons with a fascistic disposition. The 
stereotype of the liberal, undogmatic, creative scientist, engineer or entrepreneur thus grew into a truly western 
identification story. In the context of American Cold War propaganda, not only politicians but also scientists and 
engineers perpetuated this narrative in order to emphasise their own scientific and technological achievements while 
at the same time discrediting those of their communist colleagues (cf. Polanyi 1983: 3). However, the above outlined 
concept of the creative person emerging in post-war America did not foreseen creativity to be a radical, system-
changing, and revolutionary power, rather it was supposed to be an integrative force that stabilizes the hegemonic 
economical and political system (Ulmann 1973: 14). 
3. The Morphological Box and the Myth of Scientific Objectivity 
Not only on the level of creativity psychology but also within the realm of practical creativity  and invention 
techniques one can find the kind of arguments that promote and idealize western creativity stereotypes against the 
background of communist ideology. One example can be found in the work of Swiss born and Pasadena based 
astrophysicist Fritz Zwicky (1898–1974). He not only became famous for his scientific achievements in astrophysics 
but also for the development of a whole set of systematic heuristic methods and techniques of idea finding and 
problem solving (cf. Zwicky 1962: 5 ff). Most famous within the spectrum of his so called morphological analysis is 
the morphological box—a method, which basically consists of a combinatory matrix. Through the combination of 
predefined parameters one can produce a large variety of possible solutions and ideas for a given problem in the 
field of scientific discovery and technological invention. A fundamental aspect is thereby the fact that every step of 
the creative process is systematized, segmented, and thus reproducible following the methodological norms   of 
scientific objectivity. Regarding this, Zwicky always stressed the point that morphological analysis provides the 
finding of objective, rational solutions that are free from any prejudices. »Prejudices stemming from personal 
weaknesses and limited experience, […] from taboos and conventions, from influences of pressure groups and from 
restrictions imposed on suppressions practiced by dictators, whether they be of the communist or fascist brand, have 
in the past poisoned and falsified much of the thinking of men«, he said (ibid: 6). In order to avoid such prejudices 
he tried to structure the creative inventing process according to scientific criteria, basically he considered the 
scientific demand of comprehensible and reproducible results. He therefore defined five distinctive steps of 
operationalization within the morphological analysis (Zwicky 1989: 17 f): 
1. Definition and generalization of the problem 
2. Definition of problem-solving parameters 
3. Application of the morphological box 
4. Evaluation of the solutions 
5. Selection of the optimal solution and further development 
However, he not only used the morphological analysis for the purpose of technical inventions and scientific 
discoveries, but he also tried to resolve more general social, political, and military issues with it. Zwicky for 
instance applied morphological investigation to problems of military defence strategy against fascist dictatorship 
(Zwicky 1962: 17–20). By labelling this approach »Morphology of War« (ibid: 17), he explicitly associated 
morphological analysis with strategic military operation. In such a  away strategic overview on a given problem 
should be established as well as a particular type of knowledge should be created that is claimed to be objective, 
rational, and free from prejudices due to its scientific production. By using systematic methods for idea finding 
and problem solving Zwicky ultimately hoped to overcome the ideologically biased competition between 
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capitalist and communist countries in the Cold War era. Nevertheless, his postulate for an objective, rational 
knowledge production through systematic methods must paradoxically itself be seen as ideologically biased as 
it reproduces the aforementioned stereotype of the open minded, creative, democratic western scientist and 
engineer without question. The ambition to free science and technology from ideological prejudges through the 
use of a rational, objective invention methodology turned out to be in part an ideological project itself. 
4. Creativity and Invention Techniques in Communism 
The historical constellation and stereotypes after World War II outlined above seem to apply predominantly 
to the US American region, although a similar diagnosis could also be made for the Soviet Union at that time. 
Independent creativity and invention techniques were developed here too and  promoted (or prevented) in 
various ways. Soviet engineers and inventors as Genrich Altschuller (1926– 1998) worked intensively on the 
systematization and scientification of inventing heuristics. Comparable to the situation in the USA, the linking 
of governmental economical-political interests and individual  creative power was simultaneously pursued. 
The ›awakening of creativity‹ after World War II therefore seems to present itself as a transnational venture, 
although in each case the promotion of the own national innovative performance had priority against the 
background of the Cold War. Indeed, it is very difficult to compare the state of creativity discourse in the USA 
and Soviet Union at that time as the preferred ideological argumentations and psychological models as well as 
the real life economical and political situation varied significantly. The particular historical situation in the 
Soviet Union with its communist production system provided thus also a very particular discourse on creativity 
and inventiveness. 
As the biography of Genrich Altschuller, especially his imprisonment through Stalin in 1950, strikingly 
shows, the systematic exploration of creativity and inventiveness in post-war Soviet Union was not only 
approved by communist authorities (Lerner 2007: 292). 
However, besides many differences between the capitalist and communist systems some connections exist: 
Creativity researchers in the Soviet Union, for example, seemed to be very well informed about the 
development of creativity research in western countries—which was probably less the case the other way 
around, c.f. Curtis 1976: 12). Altschuller himself explicitly referred in his publications on TRIZ to western 
creativity techniques such as brainstorming, morphological analysis, and Synectics (Altschuller 1984: 11–15) 
as well as to the ›classical‹ western literature on creative problem-solving from Henri Poincaré or to Gestalt 
psychologist Karl Dunker (ibid: 5 ff). By doing so, he highlight a Russian tradition of heuristic studies, as it 
can be found in the writings of engineer P.K. Engelmeier, that was existing long before Zwicky wrote about 
the systematization of the inventive process in the 1940s (ibid: 5). Altschuller was, furthermore, familiar with 
western research on cybernetics and Artificial Intelligence, he mentioned for instance the so called General 
Problem Solver, a computer program created in 1959 by Herbert A. Simon, J.C. Shaw, and Allen Newell 
(Altschuller 2007: 41). 
Being aware of those cultural differences and traditions, Altschuller always acknowledged the socio-cultural 
constructedness of creativity in his writings by saying that creativity is »a changing concept« whose »meaning 
is constantly renewed« (ibid: 74). Furthermore, he stressed the fact that»higher order heuristic methods cannot 
be discovered, but »must be developed« (ibid: 55). This statement suggests, that every concept of creativity as 
well as every inventive technology has to be seen as the result of a particular historical constellation; as a 
specific discursive practice within a hegemonic power/knowledge complex. Basically this means, that every 
historical constellation establishes its very own speaking and behaving rules: At a given time, one does not 
have the right to say or to do everything he wants; one can’t speak about everything at every opportunity; and, 
in the end, not just anybody can speak about or do anything he wants (Foucault 1972: 215 ff). Instead 
individual behaviour and beliefs are significantly (although not exclusively) shaped by superposed political, 
religious, or cultural structures. 
Certainly, this conclusion has to be applied to the analysis of both capitalist and communist systems. 
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Having this in mind and regarding some theoretical foundations of communist creativity discourse one can 
notice a strong coherence between individual and collective creativity, which Altschuller hardly mentions in 
his writings. Marxist-Leninist philosophy provided the leading theoretical superstructure that linked individual 
creative behaviour to collective societal and national production. 
Accordingly, Russian psychologist Sergej Rubinstein concluded in his chapter on work psychology that the 
dimension of ›work‹ not only comprises the material industrial production, but that it provided at the same 
time the essential psychological base for individual personal development (Rubinstein 1962: 703). In this 
perspective super-structural economic ambitions and the personal creative needs of the individual worker were 
brought together on a psychological level. Furthermore, communist work theory aimed to overcome the 
separation between manual and intellectual work by offering a holistic work approach that (allegedly) 
dissociated itself from the capitalist-fordist production system. Within the creative inventing process this 
ambition seemed to be perfectly realized way as the inventor combines intellectual and physical activity in an 
ideal way. Albeit the accentuated ideological differences, the creativity discourse in both capitalist and 
communist production system shows also some interesting analogies: In both systems the creative process was 
defined in post-war period by a strong linkage of the individual behaviour to the superior needs of the 
respective hegemonic system. The creativity movement not only in the USA but also in the Soviet Union 
brought together individual creativity and inventiveness and national economical interests through the 
psychologization of individual creative behaviour. 
Even though the Soviet creativity discourse was probably not as consequently and publicly supported by the 
government as this was the case in the USA, the promotion of creativity concepts and methods after World 
War II was a virulent topic here too. Economic and political pressure during the Cold War period made it 
necessary for the Soviet Union to produce technical innovation and scientific progress on a constant level. 
Everybody, not only a few elitist scientists or engineers, had thus to be part  of the national innovation 
production. Comparable to the assumption in capitalist creativity psychology, after which creative acts could 
be expected from almost every citizen, also the communist approach to creativity was promoted by 
psychologists as a mass phenomenon. Psychologist Rubinstein, for example, concluded that inventiveness was 
widespread amongst the post-war Soviet population. Especially he assumed that inventive skills were 
developed by workers a direct result of the communist working system (Rubinstein 1962: 707). Furthermore, in 
the Soviet Union too the aspect of scientific objectivity and rationality, aforementioned in the example of 
Zwickys morphological analysis, played an important role for the development of invention techniques such as 
TRIZ. 
5. The Invention of TRIZ after World War II 
After the end of World War II, Genrich Altschuller, together with Rafael Shapiro, started the systematic 
analysis of invention problems through the evaluation of thousands of patents (Lerner 2007: 291 f). Based on 
this empirical approach »effective methods for solving inventive problems« (Altschuller 2007: 23) were aimed 
to be developed. He wanted creativity to be an »exact science« (Altschuller 1984). 
»In studying the creative process we started out form one leading subject: a rational system of problem 
solving«, Altschuller said (Altschuller 2007: 247). Analysing patents seemed thereby to be an ideal knowledge 
source in a scientific sense, as they did not only exist in a large quantity, but they were also already 
systematically classified and materially archived. Thus the empirical data, on which TRIZ methodology is 
based, was principally accessible and verifiable for everybody. Furthermore, the development of TRIZ as a 
systematic approach to human creativity and inventiveness contradicted the widespread idea according to 
which the creative process could neither be planed nor controlled (ibid: 37 ff). Altschuller contrasted the myth 
of a sudden, unexpected insight with the scientific concept of a projectable creative process that can be taught 
and learnt by almost everybody. Creativity, he says, »is quite compatible with systematic processes, 
characterized not by sudden illuminations and inspirations, but by its resulting accomplishments« (ibid: 74). 
Comparable to Fritz Zwicky, who developed contemporaneously in the USA his morphological analysis for 
engineers, scientist, inventors, Altschuller too wanted to create for the post-war Soviet inventor a both 
scientifically accepted and practically applicable innovation methodology. He therefore segmented the 
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innovation process in discrete entities and, by doing so, turned it into a repeatable and reproducible 
methodology. However, Altschuller also criticized Zwicky’s morphological approach in many aspects: Firstly, 
he found that the combinatory mechanism of the morphological box produces a far too large number of 
possible solutions. Already for a problem-solving situation with mid-level difficulties the morphological box 
would produce a confusing quantity of possible solutions. Besides he criticized the intuitive (thus not objective 
and rational) dimension of the morphological box as, in Altschuller’s opinion, the »intuitive search of variants 
has been replaced with the intuitive search of axes and classes« (ibid: 62). In contrast he accentuated the 
scientific qualities of his own methodological approach TRIZ. To him, the ideal inventor was a thoroughly 
scientific professional, who was expected to collect scientific information about physical effects, new 
materials, and creativity theories. Furthermore, by using the innovation algorithm ARIZ, which condensates 
complex problems to one manageable problem level, the inventor  was instructed to approach the problem-
solving process consequently step-by-step. Through the different phases of this process he was guided by the 
means of concrete questions and clear instructions. 
Such a systemized approach was not only likely to improve the skills of some few engineers and inventors, 
but—with regard to the national industrial production—the training of a broad number of future inventors and 
engineers seemed therewith to be possible. Presumably this broad impact, that was to be expected from a 
systemized inventing methodology as TRIZ, made it both attractive and precarious for Altschuller’s 
contemporaries: While engineers and inventors on the one hand felt attracted by the   expected productivity of 
TRIZ communist authorities on the other hand reacted suspicious. Their critical reaction might also have been 
caused by some theoretical assumptions implemented in TRIZ, notably by the aspect of ›contradiction‹. 
Altschuller was convinced that an inventor often has to solve a technical or physical contradiction before being 
able to realize a new solution (ibid: 89 ff). However, this assumption was not only criticized by engineers, who 
were deeply sceptical about the idea of technical contradictory, but also communist authorities might had 
disliked the revolutionary potential hidden in the concept of contradiction. At this point an interesting analogy 
to the US American creativity discourse can be found: The creative potential promoted by national authorities 
in post-war period was neither in the USA nor in the Soviet Union supposed to be a free, liberating 
revolutionary force, but it was instead meant to stabilize the hegemonic system. 
6. Preliminary  Conclusion 
As preliminary conclusion of this explanatory paper we suggest that the creativity movement emerging in 
the post-war period can not solely be regarded as a western phenomenon. Instead, one has to take into account 
another simultaneously growing creativity movement taking place in the Soviet Union. In this movement TRIZ 
plays a significant role, although until now only little is known about its interaction with governmental 
creativity policy. Moreover, the creativity discourse in the Soviet Union is still hardly acknowledged from 
scholars in the field of history of science and culture because of the predominance of western creativity 
stereotypes. However, besides many differences that occur in the analysis of the political and economical 
systems of the USA and Soviet Union one also finds interesting analogies concerning the promotion and 
theoretization of the concept of creativity in post-war period: 
Firstly, the conceptual and psychological definition of creativity was both in the capitalist and socialist 
system based on a significant interrelation between the creative individual and the hegemonic political system. 
Secondly, in both systems the arguments for fostering individual creativity was bound to discussions on 
national industrial production and transnational Cold War competition. Thirdly, it seems that the concept of 
creativity promoted in post-war period was rather supposed to stabilize the hegemonic political and 
economical system, than it was meant to be a liberating revolutionary force. In this sense one could argue that 
the post-war creativity movement included both in the USA and the Soviet Union aspects of a social regulation 
or social engineering. Last but not least, both in western and eastern creativity dis- courses the topic of 
scientific objectivity and rationality was used in order to demonstrate the superiority  of the own creativity 
methodologies and to dismiss the achievements of the other system. The argument   of scientific objectivity 
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thus helped to establish a normative classification between the capitalist and socialist production system during 
Cold War as well as it created a clear distinction between capitalist and communist ideologies. 
Although the concept of creativity can easily be connected to the discussion on social  engineering and 
ideological regulation, another dimension in the discussion on creativity exists that  should not be neglected: 
This dimension is about the very individual creative freedom that escapes from any governmental and 
economic regulation or restriction. One has to be aware that the concept of creativity is a highly ambivalent 
topic to discuss, not only with regard to the post-war period (cf. Heubel 2000: 7). Concepts on creativity are 
always constituted and stabilized by particular historical discourses and by specific power-knowledge 
complexes. Nevertheless, this doesn’t mean that no individual resistive, emancipatory, and revolutionary use 
of creativity is possible. At any time one can find people developing their very independent approaches 
towards the exploitation and promotion of creative potential, yet, from a scientific point of view, one 
simultaneously has to take into account historical constellations. For the future development of TRIZ one 
might consider this historical dimension as well, especially the historical creativity movement that took place 
after World War II, outlined in this paper. By acknowledging the historical aspects and conditions that shaped 
the past development of creativity techniques such as TRIZ, researchers and practitioners might be better 
prepared to provide well informed approaches to the future development of creativity problems and 
technologies. 
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